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Positioning immigrants as criminally inclined has been a long-standing nativist 16 narrative crimmigration: the intersection of criminal and civil laws in the immigration arena. 22 The result is that immigrants experience dehumanization across multiple life 23 domains, including: 1) the conditions under which they are forced to sell their 24 labor for fear of exposure of their deportability; 1 2) the crimmigration processes 25 that reduce them to marginalized subjects, vulnerable to deportation and victim 26 to the erratic tendencies of immigration policies surrounding membership and 27 exclusion; and 3) via the limits (often internalized and self-imposed) to social 28 participation that result from the fear and risk-management behavior endemic 29 to their deportability. We argue that these dynamics are not just the symptoms 30 ± Shirley Leyro, Ph.D., Assistant Professor of Criminal Justice at Borough of Manhattan Community College, CUNY, United States. E-mail: sleyro@bmcc.cuny.edu. ¥ Daniel L. Stageman, Ph.D., Director of Research Operations, John Jay College of Criminal Justice, CUNY, United States. E-mail: dstageman@jjay.cuny.edu. 1 Anyone who is not a citizen, including legal residents, is vulnerable to deportation. We refer to this status as deportability and anyone who is not a citizen as deportable. This usage differs from that of De Genova (2002), who uses deportability only in connection to persons who are undocumented. 46 Crimmigration, Deportability and the Social Exclusion www.migrationletters.com of an overreaching immigration control apparatus, but designed in part to 1 facilitate the economic exploitation of the US resident noncitizen population, 2 both through increasing labor compliance and reducing utilization of available 3 public services. The constant precarity that crimmigration policies produce in 4 the lives of noncitizen immigrants circumscribes their integration into public 5 life and severs the social contract. 6
This article will discuss data from Leyro's (2017) New York City-based study 7 of the impact that the vulnerability to deportation has on noncitizen 8
immigrants. New York City is relatively "immigrant friendly," with programs 9 aimed at easier integration and providing a sense of belonging, such as the A total of 80 immigrants participated in this study, and data were collected 26 through 6 focus groups and 33 in-depth individual interviews. Focus groups 27 were utilized in an effort to collect a wide range of information in a way that 28 fostered participation, but did not pressure anyone to engage in the activity, and 29 interviews were conducted to gather in-depth information from the participants 30 so as to provide a richer picture of their views and opinions (Krueger, 1988; 31 Saldaña, 2009 ). The 6 focus groups were composed of 10 members each, and 32 recruitment was done via an immigration-related event held at a local church. 33 Due to the sensitive nature of the topic, a church was selected as a setting, as 34 they are 'jumping-off' points for immigrants, especially those who lack political 35 incorporation and formal political participation (Winders, 2012, p. 141) . Of the 36 60 individuals who joined in the focus groups, 13 agreed to in-depth, individual 37 interviews. Further recruitment of an additional 20 participants who agreed to 38 one-on-one interviews continued with referrals from community organizations 39 and using snowball sampling -a method commonly used when trying to gain 40 access to a population that is generally hidden (Trochim, 2000 avoid utilizing public services (including public education, health care and 24 police protection) when "cued" to consider immigration issues. These findings 25 suggest the salience of Stageman's (2017) prior work developing the concept of 26 a "punishment marketplace", in which immigration policies, practices, and 27 rhetoric are deployed entrepreneurially in support of the political economic 28 interests of the employers, consumers, and others in a position to benefit or 29 profit from the exploitation of deportable noncitizen immigrants. The findings 30 detailed below describe the mechanisms through which these strategies 31 circumscribe the lives of these immigrants, resulting in fear, social exclusion 32 and further economic exploitation. 33
Deportability and Crimmigration 34
Crimmigration strategies encompass a range of policies, practices, and rhetoric 35 with deep implications for the lived experience of vulnerable immigrants, who 36 include the undocumented and lawful permanent residents caught up in the 37 criminal justice system, along with their families, friends, and neighbors; legal 38 status and even naturalized citizenship are not enough to protect immigrants 39 from their effects. In coining the term, Stumpf considered crimmigration's 40 economic rationale more narrowly, observing that "those who have lost the 41 social status of a full citizen through a criminal conviction, or never gained 1 citizenship in the first place, must not deserve to share in the limited pie of 2 public benefits" (Stumpf, 2006: 406 
financial insecurity that resulted from being forced to leave her employment 10 due to a high-risk pregnancy. Referring to her economic status as having to live 11 "day-by-day," she specifically names her deportable status and fear of being 12 discovered as the reason why she does not seek any public assistance for her 13 family, despite the fact that her child is a US citizen. For us, the fear of deportation manifests itself in the sense that this is 24 just not our country…we just don't view our presence here as 25 permanent... Because we're treated a little bit differently because we're 26 documented and we've always been documented. For us, the fear of 27 deportation manifests itself in the sense that this is just not our country, 28
we're not natural-born citizens… Even if we become citizens, we're still 29 naturalized, so we always think about it. It's a law that made you able to 30 have it and it's a law that can take it away. …We're not full, full, full 31 citizens and so that's never gonna go. 32
To Amanda, the political climate and shifting sentiments toward immigration 33 appeared to create a sense of uncertainty even if she were to achieve citizenship. 34
This uncertainty led her to feel that she does not belong, that her time here in 35 the United States is provisional, and that the United States might never feel like 36 home. Several other participants also shared how this lack of belonging can 37 become internalized to the point that they come to accept that they are not in 38 a place they can call home. Stacey, a woman from an eastern European country 39 who was living in the United States for 12 years at the time of the interview, 40 expressed her sense of not belonging as a reality which she has come to accept: 41 "I mean, I clearly know that I'm not a citizen of this country, I'm grateful 1 to be here but I know that I don't have the same rights. And that I'm to 2 some extent a guest in this country. And I recognize it. So it's not my 3
country
." 4
Similar to what Amanda acknowledged, Stacey knew that not being able to view 5 oneself as a true permanent resident, but rather someone whose stay is 6 temporary, serves as an inhibitor to building a home. This sense of an inability 7
to make themselves at home in the United States was shared by a majority of 8 participants. Making a home is something that Maria, a woman from Western 9
Europe with a Ph.D. from an American Ivy League university, recognized as a 10 natural desire: 11 "You need to belong, and you need to have a home base especially if you 12 found a place where you wanna build something… Why would you stop 13 people from doing that? You're just disrupting their entire system and 14 their emotional health." 15
Here, Maria expresses frustration over her vulnerability to deportation and the 16 barrier it presents for noncitizen immigrants to call the United States home. 17 The inability to build a foundational social system -and to access the practical 18 rights and privileges of social membership -was also expressed by Madison, a 19 documented young woman with a graduate degree from an American 20 university: "It just feels stressful. It just also feels like I can't actually build my 21 life, like everything is… like…for example, if I wanted to really put down roots 22 and, I don't know, like get a mortgage and a house, I can't do that." An account 23 of the social effects of being vulnerable to deportation marks how access to 24 common components of building a life or a "home" is restricted. 25
Most of the participants expressed how being vulnerable to deportation gave 26 them the perception of being unwanted, unwelcome and not belonging. 27 Crucially, these feelings led participants to feel unmotivated to be civically 28 engaged, affecting their ability to build social capital and harming their social 29 relationships. Amanda expressed her reticence regarding political participation: 30 "Well, I mean, like being here to get involved in certain movements or 31 political activities or certain organizations about issues that affect us, you 32 know… we just don't get involved in those things because of this sense 33 that you're not here to stay." 34 For Amanda, her vulnerability to deportation, and the resulting feeling of 35 detachment, led to feeling unmotivated for civic participation, leading her to 36 forfeit the potential benefits of these activities. 37
Similarly, Polly, explained why she no longer participates in a local community 38 organization: 39 Polly was politically active in her home country. She also had an affiliation when 7
she first came to this country with a local organization. However, Polly's feeling 8 that even being a resident would not protect her from deportation if she 9
participates in local -all legal -political activism has caused her to cease these 10 activities and refrain from even helping other immigrants. Polly's withdrawal 11 hindered her own integration and the political-economic development of her 12 community alike. 13
These vignettes demonstrate how deportability made participants feel they were 14 unable to gain access to the same services and benefits as non-immigrants, 15 forced them to accept exploitive labor practices, and exacerbated feelings of 16 not belonging. These feelings in turn led to their inability to set up roots and 17 make themselves at home, resulting in social exclusion and serving as a barrier 18 to integration. These results suggest that the economic exploitation of 19 immigrants is not only effected through labor market dynamics, but through a 20 broader political economic process that complements these dynamics with 21 social exclusion -especially from public services and public space. "when everyone living in the United States is able to fully integrate, our 7 communities are better off. A more thorough process of immigrant 8 integration will result in… a stronger sense of belonging, greater 9 investment in the collective future of the country, and a more cohesive 10 society" (2011, p. 2). 11
Regardless of the means, genuine incorporation gives rise to feelings that the 12 immigrant is included, and that inclusion rests on perceptions of belonging 13 (Alba & Foner, 2015) . Participant responses indicate that the fear of 14 deportation has stripped away part of their humanity. This dehumanizing 15 dynamic is internalized by noncitizens as a reaction to the relentless effects of 16 crimmigration policies, practices and rhetoric. We argue that dehumanization is 17 a predictable -and, indeed, intentional -effect of these policies, as it is the 18 mechanism through which they condition the behavior of vulnerable, resident 19 noncitizen immigrants to provide tangible benefits through the provision of an 20 easily exploitable, easily commodified, and socially excluded low-wage labor 21 force
. 22
It should be clear from the above that crimmigration policies and practices 23 produce significant social costs. The fear of deportation drives noncitizen 24 immigrants to avoid the social and political participation that facilitate 25 integration. We believe these costs exceed by a large margin the narrowly 26 accrued benefits sought by the neoliberal state and the political-economic elites 27 who are its beneficiaries. The continued application -and recent expansion -28 of crimmigration policies and practices has much more to do with who bears 29 these costs, and how they are borne, than a rational cost-benefit analysis rooted 30 in a collective definition of the public good. Establishing the value of a broadly 31 inclusive society through sustained empirical analysis is increasingly important 32 in the current policy environment. 
